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Remarks 

1-2. In response to the May 4, 2006 Office Action, Applicants respond to the 
Examiner's detailed action with the following remarks numbered according to the 
Examiner's communication. Applicants have amended claims 20, 24, 39, 41 and 42. 
Amendments to claims 20, 24, and 39 change the term "active" to "emitter" to clarify the 
claimed invention, and amendments to claims 41 and 42 were for compUance with 35 
U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph. No new matter is added with the amendments to the 
claims. 

3 A-C & 7. Examiner has rejected claims 20, 2 1 , 24, 25, and 39 as being 
unpatentable based on Noda, et al. (Publication No. 2001/0004124), of record, under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b). AppHcants disagree and respectfully request reconsideration of the 
rejection to claims. 

Section 102(b) requires that a reference teach each and every element of the 
claimed invention. "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in 
the claim is foxmd, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California^ 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). The present reference, Noda, et aL, does not teach 
each and every element of the claimed invention. 

First, Applicants strongly object to Examiner's implicit finding of misstatement or 
mischaracterization of the reference. Examiner relies on Figure 6 of the reference, which 
depicts two field plates 1 la and 12a, respectively, and mentions paragraph 101 of the 
reference states that the number of field plates are not limited to 1 la and 12a, but rather 
there can be three, four, or more plates. As Examiner notes, there is a limitation in the 
rejected claims of having at least three field plates disposed between the active region and 
the edge of the substrate. Examiner states that he never asserted that field plate 12a 
meets the claim limitations. Regardless of whether field plate 12a meets the claim 
elements and Hmitation of the rejected claims, field plate 11a does not meet the claim 
Hmitation. Applicants disagree with the observation that they have "stretched the truth," 
as it is true that the reference does not anticipate the rejected claims as will be shown 
below. 
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The active region of a semiconductor device would be, for instance, in a field 
effect transistor, between a source and drain, as is the case with the reference. In the case 
of a bipolar device, the active region would be between an emitter and a collector, as is 
the case for the cited invention. Examiner states that the active region is generally under 
central place 15-4, being between p-girdling region 24 and drain 6. However, the active 
region is between the source 5 and the drain 6. Accordingly, field plate 1 la is over the 
active region (see Fig. 6). Therefore, if field plate 1 la is over the active region, it cannot 
meet the limitation of the rejected claims, which requires that the field plates are between 
the emitter region and the edge of the substrate. Applicants respectfiiUy request that 
Examiner reconsider the rejection in light of the explanation of the active region, and 
allow the claims. 

4-6. Applicants acknowledge that claims 22-23, 26-39, 40, and 43-44 are 
allowed, and have amended claims 41 and 42 to comply with requirements of §1 12, 
second paragraph such that they too should be allowed. Applicants further believe that 
the arguments presented above now render the remaining claims allowable. 

8. Applicants appreciate the opportunity to call the Examiner but believe that 
this amendment to the claims and the forgoing remarks fixUy address the issues raised by 
the Examiner. On the other hand, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attomey 
if he has any matters to address that will facilitate allowance of the application. 

Applicants respectfully request favorable consideration and that a timely Notice 
of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Applicants hereby conditionally petition for a one month extension of time, and 
authorize that any charges be made to Deposit Account No.: 50-3010. 

RespectfiiUy submitted. 
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